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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 1 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- if the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on September 25, 2002 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)[3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [>3 Claim(s) 1-41 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) D Claim(s) is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) ^ Claim(s) 1-41 are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)Q Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies pf the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Art Unit: 1649 

DETAILED ACTION 



Election/Restrictions 

Restriction is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 and 372. 

This application contains the following inventions or groups of inventions which 
are not so linked as to form a single general inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.1. 

In accordance with 37 CFR 1 .499, applicant is required, in reply to this action, to 
elect a single invention to which the claims must be restricted. 

Group I, claim(s) 1-30 and 41 are drawn to a method of inhibiting the binding of a /?- 
sheet fibril to RAGE on the surface of a cell which comprises contacting the cell with a 
binding inhibiting amount of a compound capable of inhibiting binding of the /?-sheet 
fibril to RAGE. 

Group II, claim(s) 31-33 are drawn to a method of preventing and/or treating a disease 
involving £-sheet fibril formation other than Alzheimer's disease in a subject. 
Group III, claim(s) 34-36 are drawn to a compound not previously known to inhibit 
binding of yff-sheet fibril to RAGE, a method of determining whether a compound inhibits 
binding of a £-sheet fibril to RAGE on the surface of the cell which comprises: 
immobilizing the /?-sheet fibril on a solid matrix, and preparing a composition which 
comprises determining whether a compound inhibits binding of /?-sheet fibril to RAGE by 
the method of claim 34 and admixing the compound with a carrier. 
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Group IV, claim(s) 37-38 and 40 are drawn to a method of determining whether a 
compound inhibits binding of £-sheet fibril to RAGE on the surface of a cell which 
comprises: contacting RAGE-transfected cells with the compound being tested under 
conditions permitting the binding of the compound to RAGE. 

Group V, claim(s) 39 is drawn to a compound not previously known to inhibit binding of 
/?-sheet fibril to RAGE determined to do so by the method of claim 37. 

The inventions listed as Groups l-V do not relate to a single general inventive 
concept under PCT Rule 13.1 because, under PCT Rule 13.2, they lack the same or 
corresponding special technical features for the following reasons: 

Although there are no provisions under the section for "Relationship of 
Inventions" in M.P.E.P. § 806.05 for Inventions that are directed to different methods, 
restriction is deemed to be proper because these methods appear to constitute 
patentably distinct inventions for the following reasons: Inventions I, II, and IV are 
directed to methods that are distinct both physically and functionally, and are not 
required one for the other. Invention I requires immobilizing the /?-sheet fibril on a solid 
matrix, which is not required by Inventions II and IV. Invention II requires preventing 
and/or treating a disease involving /?-sheet fibril formation other than Alzheimer's 
disease in a subject, which is not required by Inventions I and IV. Invention IV requires 
RAGE-transfected cells, which are not required by Inventions I and II. Therefore, a 
search and examination of both of these methods in one patent application would result 
in an undue burden, since the searches for the methods are not co-extensive, the 
classification is different, and the subject matter is divergent. 
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Although there are no provisions under the section for "Relationship of 
Inventions" in M.P.E.P. § 806.05 for Inventions that are directed to different products, 
restriction is deemed to be proper because these products constitute patentably distinct 
inventions for the following reasons. Inventions III and V are independent and distinct, 
each from the other, because they are products which possess characteristic 
differences in structure and function and each has an independent utility, that is distinct 
for each invention which cannot be exchanged. The products are identified and 
produced by patentably distinct methods, and a search of any of the above Inventions 
would not necessarily reveal art to any other Invention. 

Invention III and each of I, II and IV are related as product and process of use. 
The inventions can be shown to be distinct if either or both of the following can be 
shown: (1) the process for using the product as claimed can be practiced with another 
materially different product or (2) the product as claimed can be used in a materially 
different process of using that product (MPEP § 806.05(h)). In the instant case the 
compositions of Invention III can be used to produce antibodies. 

Invention V and each of I, II and IV are related as product and process of use. 
The inventions can be shown to be distinct if either or both of the following can be 
shown: (1) the process for using the product as claimed can be practiced with another 
materially different product or (2) the product as claimed can be used in a materially 
different process of using that product (MPEP § 806.05(h)). In the instant case the 
compositions of Invention III can be used to inhibit RAGE-mediated biological activity. 
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This application contains claims directed to more than one species of the generic 
invention. These species are deemed to lack unity of invention because they are not so 
linked as to form a single general inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.1 . 

The species are as follows: 

This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 



a. 


Amyloid fibril 


b. 


Prion-derived fibril 


c. 


Amyloid-/? peptide 


d. 


Amylin 


e. 


Amyloid A 


f. 


Prion-derived peptide 


g- 


Transthyretin 


h. 


Cystatin C 


i. 


Gelsolin 


J. 


Peptide capable of forming amyloid 



Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, claims 2-4 are generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the /?-sheet fibril group must be 
chosen to be fully responsive. 
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Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1.141. If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) of the other invention. 

This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 

k. A/? (1-39) 

I. A0(1-4O) 

m. A/? (1-42) 

n. A/3 (1-40) Dutch variant 
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Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, claim 5 is generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the amyloid-/? peptide group 
must be chosen to be fully responsive. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .1 41 . If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) of the other invention. 
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This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 
o. sRAGE 
p. • Anti-RAGE antibody 
q. Peptide 
r. Peptidomimetic 
s. Nucleic acid 

t. Organic compound with a molecular weight less than 500 daltons 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, claims 6, 7, and 14 are generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the coumpund group must be 
chosen to be fully responsive. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims are 
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added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) of the other invention. 

This application contains claims, directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 



u. 


Neuronal cell 


V. 


Endothelial cell 


w. 


Glial cell 


X. 


Microglial cell 


y. 


Smooth muscle cell 


z. 


Somatic cell 


aa. 


Bone marrow cell 


bb. 


Liver cell 


cc. 


Intestinal cell 


dd. 


Germ cell 


ee. 


Myocyte 


ff. 


Mononuclear phagocyte 
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gg. Tumor cell 
hh. Stem cell 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, claim 19 is generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the compound group must be 
chosen to be fully responsive. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
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the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) of the other invention. 

This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 

ii. Decreasing the load of /?-sheet fibril in the tissue 

jj. Inhibiting fibril-induced programmed cell death 

kk. Inhibiting fibril-induced cell stress 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, claims 18, 22, and 23 are generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the inhibition group must be 
chosen to be fully responsive. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 
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Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) of the other invention. 

This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention I: 

II. Decrease in expression of macrophage colony stimulating factor 

mm. Decrease in expression of interleukin-6 

nn. Decrease in expression of heme oxygenase type 1 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently,;claims 24-26 are generic. 

If applicant selects Invention I, one species from the inhibition of cell stress group 
must be chosen to be fully responsive. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim is 
allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 
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Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected 
species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) of the other invention. 



The Art Unit location of your application in the USPTO has changed. To aid in 
correlating any papers for this application, all further correspondence regarding this 
application should be directed to Art Unit 1649. 
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Advisory Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gregory S. Emch whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-8149. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
8:30AM to 5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Janet L. Andres can be reached at (571) 272-0867. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Gregocy S.temch, Ph. D. 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 1649 
August 24, 2005 
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